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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is in response to the application filed on 09/05/2003. 

2. Claims 1-8 are under examination. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

3. Claims 1-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Claim 1 recites "A method of evaluating trust of a target web document present in a web 
environment which comprises a plurality of web documents, the method comprising: 
defining a plurality of trust attributes for the target web document, the plurality of trust 
attributes being categorized in a first category which relates to contents of the web 
document, a second category which relates to owner of the web document, and a third 
category which relates to relationships of the web document and certificate authorities; 
obtaining trust attribute values of at least some of the trust attributes; calculating a P 
value representing a standalone page trust assessment of the target web document 
based on trust attribute values in the first category; calculating a Q value representing a 
standalone page trust assessment of the target web document based on trust attribute 
values in the second and third categories; calculating an S value representing a 
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subordinate node assessment, based on a total trust value and a relevance value R of 
each of a plurality of other web documents linked to the target web document; and 
calculating a total trust value of the target web document based on the P, Q and S 
values'. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 USC 101 for failing to provide a practical 
application that produces a useful, tangible and concrete result. As per claim 1, 
the abstract idea is expressed as, defining a plurality of trust attributes, and 
calculating a total trust value. Therefore, there is no real world or tangible result 
provided to satisfy the practical application requirement of 35 USC 101. 
Therefore, claim 1 recites non-statutory subject matter. 

Claims 2-8 depend on claim 1, therefore they are rejected with the same rationale 
applied against claim 1 above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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4. Claims 1-3, 5, 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hegli et al (US Patent No. 6,606,659) in view of Pirelli et al (US Patent No. 5,835,905) 
and in view of Manahan (US Pub. No. 2002/0124172). 

As per claim 1 . Hegli teaches: 

defining a plurality of trust attributes for the target web document [Fig. 2, 3, col. 8 lines 
30-48], the plurality of trust attributes being categorized in a first category which relates 
to contents of the web document, a second category which relates to owner of the web 
document, and a third category which relates to relationships of the web document and 
certificate authorities (i.e. categorized the plurality of trust attributes in various 
categories e.g. first category (categoryJD 1), second category (categoryJD 2), third 
category (categoryJD 3).. .etc.) [Fig. 2, 3, col. 8 lines 49-67, col. 9 lines 1-13]; obtaining 
trust attribute values of at least some of the trust attributes [Fig. 6, col. 12 lines 33-37]; 
calculating a P value representing a standalone page trust assessment of the target 
web document based on trust attribute values in the first category; calculating a Q value 
representing a standalone page trust assessment of the target web document based on 
trust attribute values in the second and third categories (i.e. calculating intermediate 
values to calculate the total score, the intermediate values is based on the attribute of 
the web document) [col. 19 32-67, col. 20 lines 1-50]; and calculating a total trust value 
of the target web document based on the P, Q and S values (i.e. calculating the total 
score of the web document based on the intermediate values) [col. 20 lines 56-63]. 
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Hegli doesn't expressively mention a subordinate node assessment. 

However, Pirolli teaches calculating an S value representing a subordinate node 

assessment, based on a total trust value and a relevance value R of each of a plurality 

of other web documents linked to the target web document (calculating the value for all 

linked documents/collections of the target web document) [Fig. 12, 13, 5, 6, col. 8 lines 

41-48]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine Pirolli with Hegli, since one would have been 
motivated to predict the relevance of other pages in a collection with respect to a 
particular Web page [Pirolli, col. 3 lines 25-27]. 

As per claim 2 , the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated and Pirolli teaches: 

the trust attribute values for the target web document are provided as metadata [col. 4 

lines 1-5]. 

As per claim 3 , the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated and Hegli teaches: 
the P value is calculated as the ratio of the number of trust attributes in the first category 
present in the target web document to the total number of trust attributes defined in the 
first category [col. 19 lines 43-46]. 

As per claim 5 , the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated and Pirolli teaches: 
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the relevance value R is calculated based on trust attribute values of the target web 
document and other web documents linked to the target web document [col. 7 lines 15- 
21, col. 8 lines 11-14, 41-49, Fig. 12, 13]. 

As per claim 6 , the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated and Pirolli teaches the total trust 
value of all of the other web documents weighted by the associated relevance values 
[col. 8 lines 41-48]. Pirolli doesn't expressively mention the averaging the total trust 
value (i.e. calculate average value of the sum). However, it would have been obvious to 
a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to realize the 
parameter within the summation involves the weighing factor (i.e. value of the average 
factor), since one would have been motivated to predict relevance of the web pages 
[Pirolli, col. 4 lines 53-54]. 

5. Claims 4 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hegli et al (US Patent No. 6,606,659) in view of Pirolli et al (US Patent No. 5,835,905) 
and in view of Manahan (US Pub. No. 2002/0124172). 

As per claim 4 , the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated and Hegli teaches the calculating 
the intermediate value (e.g. the Q)[col. 20 lines 41-55]. Hegli doesn't expressively 
mention verifying each trust attribute (i.e. verifying the web document). 
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Manahan teaches verifying the each trust attribute in the second and third category 
presented in the target web document (i.e. verifying the web document using the 
certificate) [Fig. 1-3, paragraph 0027 lines 9-12]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine Manahan with Hegli and Pirolli, since one would 
have been motivated to validate web pages and, provide security and integrity of the 
information obtained via the web page/document [Manahan, paragraph 0002]. 

As per claim 7 . the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated and Manahan teaches: 
displaying the calculated total trust value of the target web document to a web user 
(displaying the result of the verification) [paragraph 0027 lines 12-14]. 

6. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hegli et al 
(US Patent No. 6,606,659) in view of Pirolli et al (US Patent No. 5,835,905) and in view 
of Tilt et al (US Patent. No. 6,360,235). 

As per claim 8 , the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated and Pirolli teaches calculating the 
total trust value, which utilized the relevance values of the other web documents [col. 8 
lines 41-48]. Pirolli doesn't expressively mention transferring trust attributes and their 
values. 

Tilt teaches transferring trust attributes and their values of the target web document to a 
second target web document [Fig. 8, col. 9 lines 27-35, col. 10 22-29]. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine Tilt with Hegli and Pirolli, since one would have 
been motivated to measure attributes of the web site (i.e. web document) [col. 2 lines 
60-61]. 



Conclusion 

7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicants disclosure. 

Larason et al (US 6978266) — Determining a rating for a collection of documents 
Russell-Falla et al (US 6266664) — Method for scanning, analyzing and rating digital 
information content. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Nirav Patel whose telephone number is 571-272-5936. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8 am - 4:30 pm (M-F). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kim Vu can be reached on 571-272-3859. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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